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DETAILED ACTION 
Introduction 

1 . This FINAL office action is in response to communications received on August 27, 
2009. Claims 1, 7, 13, 18, and 20 have been amended. Claims 1-20 are currently pending. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered by the Examiner. In particular. 
Applicant argues that: 

(A) regarding independent claims 1, 7, 13, 18, and 20, none of the applied references 
teach or suggest the newly claimed subject matter; and 

(B) all dependent claims are allowable as a result of (A). 

Regarding argument (A), Examiner respectfully disagrees. First, Examiner would like 
to note that there is an important implied fact in the newly amended claims: that the 'one of the 
plurality of potential visitors' has the information necessary to send a registration request for 
each of the plurality of potential visitors named in the visitation request. Without this crucial 
fact, the process as claimed cannot be carried out. 

This implied fact is not mentioned in Applicant's specification, leading Examiner to 
conclude that the steps necessary for 'one of the plurality of visitors' to have the required 
registration information for the plurality of potential visitors is old and well-known. And surely, 
it is old and well-known for a first party to provide a second party with pertinent and potentially 
private information necessary for registration. So if 'one of the plurality of potential visitors' has 
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the required registration information for the other potential visitors, which is an implied fact that 
can be arrived at through old and well-known methods, then of course they can register the other 
potential visitors. 

Thus, as Nguyen teaches inviting a plurality of potential visitors, each of which is named 
in a request, and it is old and well-known for one party to register another party (as implied by 
Applicant's specification), the newly amended independent claims do not overcome the prior art. 
New grounds of rejection necessitated by amendment are presented below. 

Regarding argument (B), Examiner respectfully disagrees, as per the response above. 

Official Notice 

3. The Examiner would like to note the requirements for traversing official notice from 
MPEP§ 2144.03: 

To adequately traverse such a finding, an applicant must specificallv point out the 
supposed errors in the examiner's action, which would include stating whv the noticed 
fact is not considered to be common knowledge or well-known in the art. See 37 CFR 
1.111(b). 

If applicant does not trav erse the examiner's assertion of official notice or 
applicant's traverse is not adequate, the examiner should clearly indicate in the next 
Office action that the common knowledge or well-known in the art statement is taken to 
be admitted prior art because applicant either failed to traverse the examiner's assertion 
of official notice or that the traverse was inadequate [emphasis added]. 
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Because Applicant has not specifically pointed out any errors in the Examiner's action, the 
officially noticed facts in the previous office action are deemed admitted prior art. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-5 and 7-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable over 
Lue Chee Lip et al. (US 2002/0099794 Al) in view of Nguyen et al. (US 7,523,385 B2) and 
Official Notice. 

Regarding claim 1, Lue Chee Lip teaches a visitation system comprising: 
means for receiving a visitation request from a person (par. 28); 
means for determining whether the visitation request from the person is approved or 
disapproved (par. 29); and 

means for communicating the approval or disapproval of the visitation request (par. 31). 
Lue Chee Lip does not expressly teach: 

means for receiving a visitation request from a person for a plurality of potential visitors 
to attend the same visitation, each of said visitors being named in said request by said inmate; 

means for sending from one of the plurality of potential visitors a registration request for 
each of the plurality of potential visitors based upon the received visitation request; 

means for receiving registration information based upon the sent registration request. 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/72 1 ,47 1 Page 5 

Art Unit: 3624 

Nguyen teaches: 

means for receiving a visitation request from a person for a plurality of potential visitors 
to attend the same visitation, each of said visitors being named in said request by said inmate 
(col. 12, 13, visitors invited to event registration); 

means for receiving registration information based upon the sent registration request (col. 
12, 13, registration received over intemet, phone, etc.) in an analogous art of event scheduling. 

The inventions of Lue Chee Lip and Nguyen pertain to scheduling events for pre-selected 
and pre-approved visitors. All the claimed elements were known in the prior art and one skilled 
in the art could have combined the elements as claimed by known methods with no change in 
their respective functions, as Nguyen does not teach away from or contradict Lue Chee Lip, but 
rather, teaches an altemative system for achieving a very similar result. Additionally, the 
combination would have yielded predictable results to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention. Thus, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings, motivated by the 
teaching of Lue Chee Lip on the flexibility of the invention for accommodating specific business 
needs (par. 35). 

Neither Lue Chee Lip nor Nguyen explicitly teach: 

means for sending from one of the plurality of potential visitors a registration request for 
each of the plurality of potential visitors based upon the received visitation request; and 

that the intended use of the system is limited to scheduling inmates as claimed. 

Official Notice is given that it is old and well-known for one party to register another 
party (as implied by Applicant's specification); and 
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Official notice is given that scheduling visitations with inmates is old and well known 
wherein correction facilities, as a conmion practice, control and manage who can visit inmates 
and when those visitations can occur. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention that the 
visitation system as taught by the combination of Lue Chee Lip and Nguyen would have been 
used to schedule any of a plurality of visitation types, including but not limited to inmate 
visitations, in view of the teachings of official notice; the resultant system enabling correction 
facilities to control who can visit inmates and when those visitations can occur. 

Further it is noted that the intended field of use of the visitation system merely represent 
non- functional descriptive material and is not functionally involved in the steps recited nor do 
they alter the recited structural elements. By applicant's own admission, the visitation system is 
not necessarily intended solely for inmates in a corrections facility environment (par. 16). The 
recited method steps would be performed the same regardless of the intended field of use of the 
visitation system/method. Further, the structural elements remain the same regardless of the 
specific intended field of use of the visitation system/method. Thus, this descriptive material 
will not distinguish the claimed invention fi*om the prior art in terms of patentability, see In re 
Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 1983); In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 
32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994); MPEP 2106. 

Regarding claim 2, Lue Chee Lip teaches means for recording information associated 
with one or more of the visitation request, the registration request and the visitation approval or 
disapproval (par. 70, par. 135, par. 140). 

Regarding claim 3, Lue Chee Lip teaches wherein the means for determining is at least 
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one of a security administrator and an analytical process that reviews at least one of historical 
visitation requests and visitation data (par. 33, a security administrator is the equivalent of a 
prison official, and whether or not classified material is going to be discussed is visitation data). 

Neither Lue Chee Lip nor Nguyen expressly teach that the intended use of the system is 
limited to scheduling inmates as claimed. 

Official notice is given that scheduling visitations with inmates is old and well known 
wherein correction facilities, as a conmion practice, control and manage who can visit inmates 
and when those visitations can occur. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention that the 
visitation system as taught by the combination of Lue Chee Lip and Nguyen would have been 
used to schedule any of a plurality of visitation types, including but not limited to inmate 
visitations, in view of the teachings of official notice; the resultant system enabling correction 
facilities to control who can visit inmates and when those visitations can occur. 

Further it is noted that the intended field of use of the visitation system merely represent 
non-functional descriptive material and is not fiinctionally involved in the steps recited nor do 
they alter the recited structural elements. By applicant's own admission, the visitation system is 
not necessarily intended solely for inmates in a corrections facility environment (par. 16). The 
recited method steps would be performed the same regardless of the intended field of use of the 
visitation system/method. Further, the structural elements remain the same regardless of the 
specific intended field of use of the visitation system/method. Thus, this descriptive material 
will not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms of patentability, see In re 
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Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 1983); In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 
32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994); MPEP 2106.. 

Regarding claim 4, Lue Chee Lip teaches wherein the means for recording further 
maintains a history of potential visitors requested by a person (par. 31, par. 70, visitor database 
and visitor directory). 

Neither Lue Chee Lip nor Nguyen expressly teach that the intended use of the system is 
limited to scheduling inmates as claimed. 

Official notice is given that scheduling visitations with inmates is old and well known 
wherein correction facilities, as a conmion practice, control and manage who can visit inmates 
and when those visitations can occur. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention that the 
visitation system as taught by the combination of Lue Chee Lip and Nguyen would have been 
used to schedule any of a plurality of visitation types, including but not limited to inmate 
visitations, in view of the teachings of official notice; the resultant system enabling correction 
facilities to control who can visit inmates and when those visitations can occur. 

Further it is noted that the intended field of use of the visitation system merely represent 
non- functional descriptive material and is not functionally involved in the steps recited nor do 
they alter the recited structural elements. By applicant's own admission, the visitation system is 
not necessarily intended solely for inmates in a corrections facility environment (par. 16). The 
recited method steps would be performed the same regardless of the intended field of use of the 
visitation system/method. Further, the structural elements remain the same regardless of the 
specific intended field of use of the visitation system/method. Thus, this descriptive material 
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will not distinguish the claimed invention jfrom the prior art in terms of patentability, see In re 
Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 1983); In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 
32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994); MPEP 2106.. 

Regarding claim 5, Lue Chee Lip teaches wherein the visitation request includes at least 
one of a name (par. 124), address, telephone number and relationship to the inmate of at least one 
of the plurality of potential visitors. 

Regarding claims 7-11, they are rejected using the same art and rationale used above for 
rejecting claims 1-5. This is because claims 7-11 claim a method performing the steps carried 
out by the system of claims 1-5. 

6. Claims 6 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lue 
Chee Lip et al. (US 2002/0099794 Al) in view of Nguyen (US 7,523,385 B2) as applied to 
claims 1-5 and 7-1 1 above, further in view of Williams (US 2004/0243435). 

Regarding claim 6, neither Lue Chee Lip nor Nguyen teach means for scheduling, for 
approved ones of the potential visitors, an available time to visit the inmate. 

Williams teaches means for scheduling, for approved ones of the potential visitors, an 
available time to visit the inmate (par. 24). 

The inventions of Lue Chee Lip, Nguyen, and Williams pertain to registering in a sytem 
and scheduling appointments. All the claimed elements were known in the prior art and one 
skilled in the art could have combined the elements as claimed by known methods with no 
change in their respective functions, as Williams does not teach away from or contradict Lue 
Chee Lip or Nguyen, but rather, teaches a function that was not addressed. Additionally, the 
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combination would have yielded predictable results to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention. Thus, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings, motivated by the 
advantage of having scheduled times for the visit so that scheduling conflicts can be minimized. 

Regarding claim 12, it is rejected using the same art and rationale used above for 
rejecting claim 6. This is because claim 12 claims a method performing the steps carried out by 
the system of claim 6. 

7. Claims 13-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lue Chee 
Lip et al. (US 2002/0099794 Al) in view of Nguyen (US 7,523,385 B2), Williams (US 
2004/0243435), and Official Notice. 

Regarding claim 13, Lue Chee Lip teaches a computer program product including 
computer-readable program code for use in a computer, said computer-readable program code 
comprising: 

visitation registration program code for receiving a visitation request from a person, 
automatically approving or disapproving a registration request for each of the plurality of 
potential visitors based upon the visitation request and recording information associated with at 
least one of the visitation request and the registration request (par. 28, 29, and 31). 

Lue Chee Lip does not expressly teach: 

visitation registration program code for receiving a visitation request from a person for a 
plurality of potential visitors to attend the same visitation, each of said visitors being named in 
said request by said inmate; 
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the registration request sent from one of the plurality of potential visitors for each of the 
plurality of potential visitors based upon the visitation request; and 

visitation scheduling program code for scheduling, for approved ones of the potential 
visitors, an available time to visit the person. 

Nguyen teaches visitation registration program code for receiving a visitation request 
from a person for a plurality of potential visitors to attend the same visitation, each of said 
visitors being named in said request by said inmate (col. 12, 13, event registration sent to a 
plurality of potential visitors, user can register themselves, guests, and other participants). 

The inventions of Lue Chee Lip and Nguyen pertain to scheduling visits of pre-selected 
and pre-approved visitors. All the claimed elements were known in the prior art and one skilled 
in the art could have combined the elements as claimed by known methods with no change in 
their respective functions, as Nguyen does not teach away from or contradict Lue Chee Lip, but 
rather, teaches an altemative system for achieving a very similar result. Additionally, the 
combination would have yielded predictable results to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention. Thus, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings, motivated by the 
teaching of Lue Chee Lip on the flexibility of the invention for accommodating specific business 
needs (par. 35). 

Williams teaches a visitation scheduling program code for scheduling, for approved ones 
of the potential visitors, an available time to visit the person (par. 24). 

The inventions of Lue Chee Lip, Nguyen, and Williams pertain to registering in a sj^em 
and scheduling appointments. All the claimed elements were known in the prior art and one 
skilled in the art could have combined the elements as claimed by known methods with no 
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change in their respective functions, as Williams does not teach away from or contradict Lue 
Chee Lip or Nguyen, but rather, teaches a function that was not addressed. Additionally, the 
combination would have yielded predictable results to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention. Thus, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings, motivated by the 
advantage of having scheduled times for the visit so that scheduling conflicts can be minimized, 
which is a well-known and common scheduling goal. 

Neither Lue Chee Lip, Nguyen, nor Williams expressly teach that the intended use of the 
system is limited to scheduling inmates as claimed. 

Official Notice is given that it is old and well-known for one party to register another 
party (as implied by Applicant's specification). 

Official notice is given that scheduling visitations with inmates is old and well known 
wherein correction facilities, as a common practice, control and manage who can visit inmates 
and when those visitations can occur. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention that the 
visitation system as taught by the combination of Lue Chee Lip, Nguyen, and Williams would 
have been used to schedule any of a plurality of visitation types, including but not limited to 
inmate visitations, in view of the teachings of official notice; the resultant system enabling 
correction facilities to control who can visit inmates and when those visitations can occur. 

Further it is noted that the intended field of use of the visitation system merely represent 
non-functional descriptive material and is not functionally involved in the steps recited nor do 
they alter the recited structural elements. By applicant's own admission, the visitation system is 
not necessarily intended solely for inmates in a corrections facility environment (par. 16). The 
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recited method steps would be performed the same regardless of the intended field of use of the 
visitation system/method. Further, the structural elements remain the same regardless of the 
specific intended field of use of the visitation system/method. Thus, this descriptive material 
will not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms of patentability, see In re 
Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 1983); In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 
32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994); MPEP 2106.. 

Regarding claim 14, Lue Chee Lip does not teach wherein the visitation scheduling 
program code is accessed by an approved potential visitor. 

Williams teaches wherein the visitation scheduling program code is accessed by an 
approved potential visitor (par. 24). 

The inventions of Lue Chee Lip, Nguyen, and Williams pertain to registering in a system 
and scheduling appointments. All the claimed elements were known in the prior art and one 
skilled in the art could have combined the elements as claimed by known methods with no 
change in their respective functions, as Williams does not teach away from or contradict Lue 
Chee Lip or Nguyen, but rather, teaches a function that was not addressed. Additionally, the 
combination would have yielded predictable results to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention. Thus, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings, motivated by the 
advantage of a potential visitor being able to view, modify, and cancel appointments taught by 
Williams (par. 24). 

Regarding claim 15, Lue Chee Lip teaches wherein the visitation registration program 
code further comprises communicating disapproval of the registration request in response to the 
registration request (par. 31). 
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Regarding claim 16, Lue Chee Lip teaches wherein the visitation registration program 
code further allows the plurality of potential visitors to access a status of the registration request 
(par. 61). 

Regarding claim 17, Lue Chee Lip teaches wherein if additional information is needed 
the visitation registration program code further places the registration request on hold pending 
the additional information (par. 61). 

8. Claims 18-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nguyen 
(US 7,523,385 B2) in view of Lue Chee Lip et al. (US 2002/0099794 Al), Williams (US 
2004/0243435), and Official Notice. 

Regarding claim 18, Nguyen teaches an automated method to register and schedule a 
plurality of potential visitors in a given timeslot for a visit (col. 12, 13): 

receiving names of the plurality of potential visitors from the inmate in order to schedule 
the visit with the person, the request being received by one of the plurality of potential visitors 
(col. 12, 13, event registration sent to a plurality of potential visitors); 

supplying the requested registration information to a sender of the request (col. 12, 13, 
event registration through internet, phone, etc.). 

Nguyen does not explicitly teach: 

along with a request to provide registration information of all said potential visitors; 
receiving an approval notification; 

accessing a visitation schedule to enter a proposed visiting time corresponding to the 
given timeslot to schedule the visit with the person; 
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determining whether the person is available at the proposed visiting time; and 
if the person is available during the proposed visiting time, receiving a schedule and 
confirmation number. 

Lue Chee Lip teaches: 

receiving an approval notification (par. 31). 

The inventions of Nguyen and Lue Chee Lip pertain to scheduling visits of pre-selected 
and pre-approved visitors. All the claimed elements were known in the prior art and one skilled 
in the art could have combined the elements as claimed by known methods with no change in 
their respective functions, as Lue Chee Lip does not teach away from or contradict Nguyen, but 
rather, teaches an alternative method for achieving a very similar result. Additionally, the 
combination would have yielded predictable results to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention. Thus, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings, motivated by the 
teaching of Lue Chee Lip on the flexibility of the invention for accommodating specific business 
needs (par. 35). 

Williams teaches: 

accessing a visitation schedule to enter a proposed visiting time corresponding to the 
given timeslot to schedule the visit with the person (par. 23, par. 24); 

determining whether the person is available at the proposed visiting time (par. 42, lines 
12-15, an appointment would not be scheduled for a time that was not available); and 

if the person is available during the proposed visiting time (par. 42, lines 12-15), 
receiving a schedule (par. 23, line 4). 
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The inventions of Nguyen, Lue Chee Lip, and Williams pertain to registering in a system 
and scheduling appointments. All the claimed elements were known in the prior art and one 
skilled in the art could have combined the elements as claimed by known methods with no 
change in their respective functions, as Williams does not teach away from or contradict either 
Nguyen or Lue Chee Lip, but rather, teaches a function that was not addressed. Additionally, the 
combination would have yielded predictable results to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention. Thus, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings, motivated by the 
advantage of hosting events without scheduling conflicts. 

Official Notice is given that it is old and well-known for one party to register another 
party (as implied by Applicant's specification). 

Official notice is given that receiving a confirmation number was a matter of common 
knowledge to one skilled in the art at the time of applicant's invention. Websites, fast- food 
restaurants, dentist offices, etc. provide confirmation numbers for transactions, including the 
scheduling of appointments. 

Official notice is given that scheduling visitations with inmates is old and well known 
wherein correction facilities, as a common practice, control and manage who can visit inmates 
and when those visitations can occur. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention that the 
visitation system as taught by the combination of Nguyen, Lue Chee Lip, and Williams would 
have been used to schedule any of a plurality of visitation types, including but not limited to 
inmate visitations, in view of the teachings of official notice; the resultant system enabling 
correction facilities to control who can visit inmates and when those visitations can occur. 
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Further it is noted that the intended field of use of the visitation system merely represent 
non- functional descriptive material and is not functionally involved in the steps recited nor do 
they alter the recited structural elements. By applicant's own admission, the visitation system is 
not necessarily intended solely for inmates in a corrections facility environment (par. 16). The 
recited method steps would be performed the same regardless of the intended field of use of the 
visitation system/method. Further, the structural elements remain the same regardless of the 
specific intended field of use of the visitation system/method. Thus, this descriptive material 
will not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms of patentability, see In re 
Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 1983); In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 
32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994); MPEP 2106.. 

Regarding claim 19, Nguyen teaches wherein the request is based upon a visitation 
request supplied by the person (col. 12, 13, event registration supplied by host). 

Neither Nguyen, Lue Chee Lip, nor Williams expressly teach that the intended use of the 
system is limited to scheduling inmates as claimed. 

Official notice is given that scheduling visitations with inmates is old and well known 
wherein correction facilities, as a common practice, control and manage who can visit inmates 
and when those visitations can occur. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention that the 
visitation system as taught by the combination of Nguyen, Lue Chee Lip, and Williams would 
have been used to schedule any of a plurality of visitation types, including but not limited to 
inmate visitations, in view of the teachings of official notice; the resultant system enabling 
correction facilities to control who can visit inmates and when those visitations can occur. 
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Further it is noted that the intended field of use of the visitation system merely represent 
non- functional descriptive material and is not functionally involved in the steps recited nor do 
they alter the recited structural elements. By applicant's own admission, the visitation system is 
not necessarily intended solely for inmates in a corrections facility environment (par. 16). The 
recited method steps would be performed the same regardless of the intended field of use of the 
visitation system/method. Further, the structural elements remain the same regardless of the 
specific intended field of use of the visitation system/method. Thus, this descriptive material 
will not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms of patentability, see In re 
Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 1983); In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 
32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994); MPEP 2106.. 

Regarding claim 20, Nguyen teaches in a network having at least one visitor network 
interface linked to at least one prison network interface by way of a computer system running a 
visitation scheduling software module, an automated method to register and schedule a plurality 
of potential visitors in a same timeslot for a visit with an inmate (col. 12, 13, registration through 
intemet, phone, etc.), the method comprising: 

one of the plurality of potential visitors using the at least one visitor network interface to 
receive a request over the network from the at least one prison network interface, the request 
including names of the potential visitors supplied by said inmate and being made for registration 
information to schedule a visitation by the plurality of potential visitors with the inmate (col. 12, 
13, event registration sent to a plurality of potential visitors); 

Nguyen does not expressly teach: 

receiving an approval notification; 
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accessing the visitation scheduling software module to schedule a visit with the inmate by 
entering a proposed visiting time corresponding to the given timeslot; 

determining whether the inmate is available at the proposed visiting time; and 

receiving a schedule and confirmation number if the inmate is available during the 
proposed visiting time. 

Lue Chee Lip teaches: 

receiving an approval notification (par. 31). 

The inventions of Nguyen and Lue Chee Lip pertain to scheduling visits of pre-selected 
and pre-approved visitors. All the claimed elements were known in the prior art and one skilled 
in the art could have combined the elements as claimed by known methods with no change in 
their respective fiinctions, as Lue Chee Lip does not teach away from or contradict Nguyen, but 
rather, teaches an alternative method for achieving a very similar result. Additionally, the 
combination would have yielded predictable results to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention. Thus, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings, motivated by the 
teaching of Lue Chee Lip on the flexibility of the invention for accommodating specific business 
needs (par. 35). 

Williams teaches: 

accessing the visitation scheduling software module to schedule a visit with the inmate by 
entering a proposed visiting time corresponding to the given timeslot (par. 23, 24); 

determining whether the inmate is available at the proposed visiting time (par. 42, lines 
12-15, and appointment would not be scheduled for a time that was not available); and 
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receiving a schedule if the inmate is available during the proposed visiting time (par. 23, 

42). 

The inventions of Nguyen, Lue Chee Lip, and Williams pertain to registering in a system 
and scheduling appointments. All the claimed elements were known in the prior art and one 
skilled in the art could have combined the elements as claimed by known methods with no 
change in their respective functions, as Williams does not teach away from or contradict either 
Nguyen or Lue Chee Lip, but rather, teaches a function that was not addressed. Additionally, the 
combination would have yielded predictable results to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention. Thus, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings, motivated by the 
advantage in fewer registration errors. 

Official Notice is given that it is old and well-known for one party to register another 
party (as implied by Applicant's specification). 

Official notice is given that receiving a confirmation number was a matter of common 
knowledge to one skilled in the art at the time of applicant's invention. Websites, fast- food 
restaurants, dentist offices, etc. provide confirmation numbers for transactions, including the 
scheduling of appointments. 

Official notice is given that scheduling visitations with inmates is old and well known 
wherein correction facilities, as a common practice, control and manage who can visit inmates 
and when those visitations can occur. 

The inventions of Nguyen, Lue Chee Lip, Williams, and official notice pertain to 
registering in a system and scheduling appointments. All the claimed elements were known in 
the prior art and one skilled in the art could have combined the elements as claimed by known 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/72 1 ,47 1 Page 2 1 

Art Unit: 3624 

methods with no change in their respective functions, as Williams does not teach away from or 
contradict either Nguyen or Lue Chee Lip, but rather, teaches a fiinction that was not addressed. 
Additionally, the combination would have yielded predictable results to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention. Thus, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings, 
motivated by the advantage of fewer registration errors. 

Further it is noted that the intended field of use of the visitation system merely represent 
non-functional descriptive material and is not functionally involved in the steps recited nor do 
they alter the recited structural elements. By applicant's own admission, the visitation system is 
not necessarily intended solely for inmates in a corrections facility environment (par. 16). The 
recited method steps would be performed the same regardless of the intended field of use of the 
visitation system/method. Further, the structural elements remain the same regardless of the 
specific intended field of use of the visitation system/method. Thus, this descriptive material 
will not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms of patentability, see In re 
Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 1983); In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 
32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994); MPEP 2106.. 

Conclusion 

9. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
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MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS fi'om the date of this 
final action. 

10. Any inquiry conceming this conmiunication or earlier communications fi"om the 
examiner should be directed to Jaime Cardenas-Navia whose telephone number is (571)270- 
1525. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri, 10:30AM - 7:00PM EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kambiz Abdi can be reached on (571) 272-6702. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an appUcation may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained fi"om either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Kambiz Abdi/ /J. C./ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3684 Examiner, Art Unit 3624 

January 30, 2010 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/72 1 ,47 1 
Art Unit: 3624 



